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" R&lations between/organizations have ‘become a comfion topic for social
- research. The dominant theoretical perspective in the area of interorganiza-
. .

tional trelations posits that linkages between organizations serve as life-lihes

. - .
v * . .
o . .

through which the resources necessary to implement an organization's core-tech-

.. . ‘. .
nology are receiwved (Yuchtman.and Seashore,.1967). Despite the fact that the

\ instrumental value of an organization's network of linkages has been repeatedly

. stressed (cf., Aiken -and Hage, 1967; Aldrich 1972, Turk 1973; Benson, 1975;
&
' . and Whetten, 1977), we have a very meager understanding of the orgadnizational

@

and contextual factors which influence the establishment of these relationships.
L 2N ’ \

- It is unfortunate that while thé term "organization set" (Evan, 1966) has gained

v

. . .
wide usage in the interorganizational literature, almost no research has been (/’F~

conducted on organization sets per se. Consequently) the purpose Q;\this
study of 69 manpower organizations ig to'investigaté the organizational'and
<

rganizationkéets. -

environmental facj:rs which determlne the size and composition of social

service agencies'

C Organization-Environment‘Theory

.
o . ")
. o~
i . -
N o} X

dwo models of orgahization-environment interaction'heve developed in the

.

[)

—
i
~

. [4
. . o
«* past decade--the\resource dependence ‘model and the naturalﬁselection model

3

e ST Khldrich‘anq~Pfeffer; 1976) . The two models agree on the importance of under-

standing an'organlzation s env1ronment in\order to fully understangjits inter-

~ [ /
N

na1 structure: ‘and processeS/’b?t//hey ‘differ in their evaluation of the impor-
- + . { A};.l

nfal selection. The resource dependence mode

'7;/5é§ﬁ ¢apable of changing, as well as re-

aiéi;;c s manage their environments as well.

~

’ ‘

- J,megfactivity may be as important ‘or even'

r (Pfef’er, 1977). On the other hand, ‘the natural

. F -

- .\' ‘\
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environment is treated\as seIectihg those structures and activitjes that Eit
- | {
‘ﬂ‘best. The rolé of decision making and choiee is .downplayed, add administrators
are posited td.be dcminateh by their envirodments ‘(Hannon andffreeﬁan,;197]):
The\resnurce dependence modell proposes thatithe princinal criteria for

evaluating the effectiveness of ﬁn organization is the lﬁbilit’y of 1ts members to

establish linkages w1th other or%anizations which will enable_them to control
. ‘ AR

critical resources (Yuchtman and Beashore, 1967). Within.this framework, the

'_role of organizational leaders is‘to formhlate strategies'for out-maneuvering

other.organizations.competing_for the same'resources: If successful, this

. ’ *

should plaEe the organization in 3 pnsition to domimate others within its eeo-

7

logical niche. This perspective fervades the current research on interoréani—

&

| . ; y*
zational relations and is typified by the following statement by Berson

N
1.

(1975: 231): . E ’

.
-

...it is assumed that organization ‘decision-makers
are typically.oriented to the acquisition and defense
of an ‘'adequate' supply of resources. Such an brien-
tation becomes, for -the decision’ makers, an operational
definition of the purpose of the organizition and thus
of their responsibilities as dec1s1on makers., o
-

The similarity between the resource dependence model .and thé political-

&
f

economy theory of organizations (Wams}ey and Zald, i973) has recently ,been *°
noted by Benson‘(l975). Both theories propose that organiéational leaders werk

to enhance their power over other organizations, and the distributibn of power
L) . o
ce N R . N A - .
between organizations within a chmunity’is largely a function_ of the patterh

N . 2.0
of resource exchanges between them (Levine and White, 1961), +. * T N

) e .

The natural selectian model also proposes that effectiveness be indexed‘

a3 °
by an organization's bargaining position'in the acqu1sition of resourcqs soughé

a‘m C oy ¢
after by others. However, whether resources arefobtained as the result of
. LA
mgnagerial ingenuity or blind luck is unimportant as the uldimate se;ection

__criteria resides in the environmeﬁt, not the. organi7ation. The model is not
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’ people—processing organizations "...consists of a set of boundary roles which

'
. . .
. '
- j“ . - . . .
. . »
2 ]
. . ‘ -
.

w
1

. L. -~

totally indifferent-to sources of variation within and between orgariizations, /

¢

however, as variation provides the raw material ‘on which selection operates.

_ . : J AR

Any external constraints, Such as administrative or political mangates origi-
- R

. . B '

nating from sponsors or funding -agencies, are relevant to the model ihsofar as

——
.’

they effect an organizatipn's ability to respond to local énvironmental con- *

ditions. . . B ' . .. ' .
- - N - "
The thfmodels are. complementary rather than contradictory alternatives,
12 * o s s )

L

£ . ' R
ith both treating organizations as centers of resource concentration and power.

i a . .y -
.

-

oth are concerned with external constraints on decision making, but differ in

s
¢ s
5 ' . . .

the emphasis placed on administrative discretion in modifying structures and

o d
LN »
a

act1v1t1es, Eyentually thesé two models may me/gé into a 51ngle perspectlve, L

w

but at present it is useful to retain both” because their d1ffer1ng emphases, .
. . /\:’

capture so many of the criticalLissues in organizational sociology. This .

3 o~
v

paper‘exploits the differenchs in emphasis placed on autonomy versus constraint, /4/

!
+ N

and uses it to raise some pertinent questions about public policy and the

design of human ‘servite delivery sySteps. T 4 . . N\
'?éople ProcessingfOrganizations,and Organization Sets . . .

The importance of establishing interorganizatlonal linkages is clearly

.
£ (3N

s
evident in:the case of people—processfng organizations. The core technology of

. - . = - -

v ° L
®

define the input’ of clients to the organizatlon and mediate the1r placement in'.
' oL
various external units" (Hasenfeld, 1972: 256). Classification and di;Losition

.

is carried out 'in antic1pation of the reactions of external units to the ‘pPro- . .

3 -

ducts of the people—processing organizations inasmuch as the products must con-,

} .
form to the requ1rements of external units. Blau (1963) showed that the judg- «é"

ments of an employment placeﬁent agency's effectivenesF were based,on ;he R y

‘
»

"agency's ‘ability to refer *clients to organizations that implicitlyfaccepted the '

a . .

. . . » *
‘ - 4

- » - s L3
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K their\appropriate statuses.

" gs taken from Merton's (1957 369) definition of a role’

= <« .

altered status conferred on the clients by the agency. In medical care and

~

- correctional-systems, diagnostic centers depend upon their relations with a

]
large number of external units to-allow them to make placements matching . /(f‘,x

~ .

clients' altgred statuses. Many community centers in low income neighborhoods

actually prov1de no serv1ces themselves, but instead refer clients to other

:

organizations on the basis of ansinitial'screening interview to determine -

,

‘. . N '
Most social servige organizations ‘usé a people-processing technology or :

N ' . : )
have a large peopleeprocessing componeént, and this is particularly true of™the

“.

organizations,created by state and federal manpower training legislation dn

° . [N

fhe past two decades. Three of the program types investigated in thls\\fudy—-

o L

Employment Serv1ces placement offices On—the—Job Training programs, and the

~ v

certifying

4

Neighborhood.Youth Corps——operated mainly by screening applicants,
?

N
. e,

them as eligible for dgrticular kinds of employment, and then referr1ng them~€a\P

.

fraining programs or employers. The fourth program 1nvese1gated--Manpower

{

a

Development artd, Tralning Skill Centers——accepted clients for a -short tra1n1ng

period, durlng which the. serv1ces of other organizations weré used to' supple-

ment, the Center's offerings with clients then referred elsewhere for employment,

- . Y

The unit of,analysis in this study is the organization set. This concept

> >
N

set.: '.,.that comple- ’

ment of role relationships Which persons have by Virtue of occuoying a par-
, )

.
- . . r~ o

ticular social status." An organization set consists of those organizations

with which a.focal orgénizatidn has direct links,

) 3

Aldrfch (19 77), and Evaf s ,
(1966) proposed that an examination of this set would enable one to understand
such things as the structure of thé focal organization, the envirOnmental
1

pressures it faces, and the degree of autonomy it is®able to achieve. Several

R - ° . s \

stadies of focal organizations. relations with’ organization sets have focused

-
B 2

‘on the process by which organizatipns adapt to' pressures from'organization

. . — P - . . -

. . ¥>_~;

<.

’

nd

[P
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EVan (1972) examined the organization sets of federal regulatory com-

-
.

.y
X-ﬁ»
mis ions and the pressures thatylead to the commissions becoming the defenders,
rather than the regulators
- ‘ A M 3 .

o °

¥ \\**
, of the industries they were created to-monitor.
rsch (1972) investigated how‘publishing houses,
-
co

movie Studios, and record
anies changed their relations with members of their organization sets”

rl

. i
becausé, of demand uncertainty for their products and technolog;wal require—
\ . .
ments,

Elesh (1973) studied the strategies used by universities in competing .~ o
fo new students with other universities considered to be of the same* quality

an thus in the organization sets defined by '

Se

competitor‘;relations.
g
Size'and Diversity '

-

N

-
°
R4
-
Y

We w1ll .examine two properfies of the organization sets of manpower
. organizations'

the size of the set
in

» and the extent to which organizatiens
the set are.concentrated in particular sectors of the. organizational popu-
’ -
lation ‘of a community,

v

organizational Eypes.

-
~

. , :
L 4

"

¢

or are dispersed across the entire range of poss1ble
Y 4
A large organization set permits people-

. -
€
.

processing organizations' ad-
\ ministrators to have access to a large potential resource base
the set

.
. clilsnts

The larger
» the greater the opportunity to secure required resdurces such -as
, training and employment positions,

N

’
N

rehabilitative and soc1al services,
s finpncial support staff‘and physical fac1lities, and visibility and legi~
. . ti

For example, employment counselors-

ness S.

The creation of computerized job banks which’ permit a local employ— o
ment |service agency to greatly expand its information,process1on capacity ‘ '
. refle ts the interest of'top administrators in expanding organization set size. N A
other benefit of. a large organization set is that 1t may reduce a o L e
R ~ focal organization s dependence on any single interacting organization ’
| ;
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(Evan, 1966). The larger an organtzation's base of funding, the less vulner-
¢

' abIe it is to a decrease in the amount received from one: soﬁrce. A large
s - . . " e

organjzation set may also prov1de organizational administrators with infor- -

N .

-

. y
.

mati%p regarding probable shifts in the availability of resources within - .

3

‘different sectors of the commutity. Based on this information alternative

[N

. sources can be multlvated which™ increase the long term stability of the

’ * > ’

organization set. T . . ‘ <
3 “..“.g . .
- ¢ »

. ’ . : N . R )
A large organization set notﬁonly,facilitates the control of tangible

resources -"'also enhances the v1sib111ty and legitimacy of an organization.

n .the public sector it is often difficult for a client to evaluate the

? }s'
- quality of the services rovided by a-people—process1ng organization. Sincei ol

referring organlzations\ funding agencies are often unable to adequately %

évaluate a social service organization's product,’ it is. likely that they will

.- \
,use visibility and le itimacy as cr1ter1a for selecting organizatlons to

7 .. . -

<

support (Whetten 1978\

\ . .
Diversity in an.organization set's composition is advantageous for

N .
° several reasons. -First? as Hasenfeld (1972) Mindlin and Aldr1ch (1975), andé:

others have pointed out, the availability of alternative suppliers and ' )
customersgis a primary condition under which organizational autonomr is main- N
hd . .

tained. A lérge.qrganization 'set is ome way of achieving'this condition,

and maintaining links with organizations in many/different functional‘sectors

P ‘ -

of . the interorganizational division of labor is another tactic. Just as ]
A .

large set is more likely to include a number of afternative or substitute
. . - - {
* f <@ -~
- suppliers and consumers, so 4lse an organization set with representatives

of several different sectors.of the environment is less likely to be adversely

affected by a specific type of organization losing governmental support or

.

‘e

Suffering_from a depressed economy. For4example,—ig_gg_organization that
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provides vocational trainégg maintains links with a large manufactu}ing firm -
w T ’ Y ;;'\.. :\
and a general hospitaly, it is more likely to be aware of a simultanébgi—dzs:;\ ’ i
» x
continuation of on-the-job training ‘in the firm and the.availability of, .
. similar pQQitions at the hospit;{ than would be the case were it linked only\ !
. ’ P} AL > ,
to the business firm. S L ' 'ﬂ Y
. g y . .

-

A secondfbenefit‘of\organization set diversity is,that it increases an

.
3

/ organization s ability to. keep abreast of innovations in administrative
- PO \ t

«practices,”basic'technology and thesdeliverx of services iﬁ”&ts fi€ld. The N

> ‘. ' ’ ¢ “. . ) \_4
more heterogeneous an. organization's contacts with its environment, the mere

! ~ ’ . M % & ) * ,
. [ 4 . ~ - . A
diverse ,the info;mation received via the interactions or organizational
- .

professionals with members o§~other organizations ‘(Hage and Aiken, 1967; o
* Aldrich . and Herker, 1977). ’ RN . o i
e . .-

\ C
The Resoutce Dependence Model and Organization'Sets - . .

L*e

<

To this point we have argued that a large and diverse organization set.
. " - N \ .

1 N

Vis vital to a people processing technology. However, our interest is. not-

so much in demonstrating thé need for interonganizational relations as in

-
. . - ‘ -

< -
gaining insights into the process whereby-linhages between oiianizations are

" »

" established., The resource dependence model sugéests that.lin agesdare the

x
-

outcome of deliberate decisions by stgkf members to obtain’control overAT‘
o .

4 = -

resource A by cons1dering the costs and benefits ‘of establishlng an agrée-

2

. ‘ment with agency X as compared with agency Y and then %electing the alterna-

.

. .

tive which will most-likely increase the focal organization's dominance\oveﬂ.
its envitonmént, Howeverx previous research on integgrganizational relations .

t
-~

has not tested the utility of the' resource dependence model in predicting the + .°

entire-set oﬁ relations which an organization has established. Instead it has

. .

(‘tended to focus on a small subset of dyadic relations, such as joint ventures

-

(Aiken and Hage, 1967; Pfeffer and Novak 1976), or mergers (Pfeffer, 1972): '
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. This "is an important point Pecause the theory's assumptions abeut the manner

+ in which decisions to establish interorganizational linkages are made may

-
-

' apply onl&‘for theser kinds of linkages which involve a large commitment of
. . . . 1 -

orgamizational tesources. Since these generally represent only a smakl fractiPn?

.
)

of a ggblid agency's total set of interorganizational relations we question
? R s * * . i - . v

the appropriateness of Giewing the total 'organization set as the consequence

- . ;

. ' \ . .
of hi@ﬁi;adeliberagg administrative practices derived :from 3any erganizational .

> . .

- * L]
- or decision mdking theory. On the contrary these hetwo;ks may simply be arti«

.
)

. - . , L :~>:\, <
' - facts of legis§ative and budgetary guidelines and’ the characteristics of the
AN\ a : \ . ( .
iocal community over which organizational'héads have little control. Argyris <

14

(1972) argued that the authors of much of the research on the structure of

. public agencies coduld have arrived at the same conclusion by simply examining

- .

the civil service regulations and

4
. A1

organizations. While this criticism y'%e somewhat overstated, it is clear

g
~ .

' thak the heads of ﬁublic agencies are grehtiy limited in the k;nds of admini-

-

strative decisionsathey can make. Many options\é?r tontrplling the environ-
\ - . < . -y

S A N ; .
went ;;éd_gz\administrators in private.organizations are not open to heads of
* sgctal service agencies. ‘Thesé inéludg opening branch offices;‘significantly .
increasing the size, or su@stantially altering the qccupational comppsition,

<

of’their staff; eliminatng a costly product, éervipe 6t client groups in-
~ ‘L . s . \‘ - » .
creasing the budget for a product by raising its price; and expanding their -

-~
~»

organization set to enconma§s\6rgaﬂizations outside their local'iurisaictioni

. . L ¢ : ' -
In fine, our reservations about-using the Tesource dependence model as
‘ ' v “ . \ . - .
the dominant perspective®for studying the develop o t of organization sets

stems from the fact that-policy, budgetary and geographical restrictions

A R . ¢ ~ ' . .
gréatly constrain the'decision making process within social Service, agencies. - .
. " A |
The objective of this studffis‘to determing whether these qpncefhs are wgll PR
’ \\ a . 3 .

s DB
.
.
8
[

T ‘ ¢ 10 e T
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*-grounded empirically. To do this we will examine the relationships between a

\ .
wide range of organizational and community characteristics, which vary greatly

> ¢

3 3 * ., .

'in~tdrms of how much-control agencv directors have over them, and the size-

’ Ve !

and diversity of social service agencies' organization, sets. . o
. . .1 , /
\ s —

- DeterminZ;ts oﬁ Set Size and Diversity .

. We are interested in the relative nredictive power of two broad classes
. of variables: commmynity and supra—agency factors over which a local agency's
b - . ‘
staff have little cohtrol,fand adndnistrative practices initiated or poten-
tiall& manipulable.by organizgtional“ieaders{ Based on our review ot the

-~ N . M
organization—environment literature and our previous research experience with
. . - . . R

R, .

these organizations, we:identified several,organizational and contextual

characteristies which we _expected would be associated with ‘large and diver- f

v L

‘sified orgapization sets. To detgrmine how much-power local agency heads had

s

over these variables, we asked several experts in the field\Qf manpower program

-

admlnistratipn to rate each characteristic on a scale from l (Organizatﬂpnal
S~ .

leaders -hdve no control ovgr this) to 7 (Organizational leaders have, total

¢ control over this). There was a Kigh degree of consensus among the members

. . A VY
. ~ - o o
.of this panel that the characteristics could be classified into. three categor=-
- . _ - s
. o ies. These con51sted ofthe two extreme cases of near or. total autonomty (6,7),

- « >
‘.

lYttle Qr no autonomy.(l 2)5and an intermediate level (3—5) wherein the- ad-

* '

ministrator is constrained by program guidelines, but if heiis”aasertivé

t
»”

creative he can expand~his scope-of control. .Figure 1 sbows the variables
(] . * . .

whiéh fit into {ach category. . e

0y 3

THe variables in Catégory A are essentially detexmi ned by the legisla—

d -

N -

tive and ﬂrogram guidelines governing ‘the local agencie or the characteris—

tics of the local community. It is quite difficult fo local agency heads

z

__to alter the characteristics 03 the population of organizations in the

’ . . - - . ‘e ‘\_ ‘- A\ ] .

"




B ( ‘1 ) . ' _ i
) ' o ..

#- - .
. ¥ . > -
community, the size and complexity of their agency, or the core technology
they utilize for processing clients. Local administrators have more control -
< . s o . .

over the hiring process (Category B) wherein they can, to some extent select

I3

. -

organizations. While adndnistrators have some control o¥er this act1v1ty,
ry level

«their autonomy is circumscribed by civ1l serv1ce guidelines, the sala

‘o

Category C. They initiate coordination'and communication procedures and
assign or encourage boundary spanning activities_for staff ‘members. - .
. \ . '- -

%
*
’

The resource dependenge model gives grgatest weight to variables in ]

» < .
’ H
. .

Category C whereas the natural_selection or ecological model gives greatest

- -., B ‘
coystraints ‘on organizational activities, thus emphasizing
» ‘. r‘ \‘

weight to-external .tB
Variables 1w Category B are a mixed lot, potenﬂially 5ubJect to
Ty

Tﬁe relative exPlanatory

Category A,
administrative contrql but onlykwith extra effort

] . "1\%;‘,4 »} .

importance of ‘these three categories of variables is the 'focus of our study,
L) * D

<,—/“' a‘ -‘

;o
but we are also interested in the predictive pover of each of the sixteen

b LR WL -

They were selected because of their plausible relation-.

v w variables in Figure 1.
.'
ship with organization set size‘and diver81ty, and the rationale -for includ-
. :

-
s

\
]
+

|

; ing each var#able dis gifen in the following seven hypothfses.
P 1A RN I
f < 'CommunitygponEEXt‘ //( ) . ' . ® ' '
f . .An important/characte}is;ic of thé community context that should affect -
f . -
: 1 .
i coordination betéeen organizations is the number and diversity of the organi- {
; . zations in t)(e community Previous investigat‘ofs; work:&ngl’at the dyadicA 'V ;
_ , . . 't . " ] . ’ *
. §t . N f ~- ’ )
i ) 1 : . ~ ‘ [ ¥ —' - ~ '
‘ N 12 T \ u
. : b N . . )
. \




]

-

-

: o L ' * 11

level of interorganizational relations, postulated a curvilidear relation.be-

N M
>

tween the nugber of organizations'in a population and the development of coor-

-

dinating agencies or interfirm organizatidn\SLitwak and Hyltom, 1962;.Pfeffer

\

and Leblebici, lQ73). Their argumentiwas'that a population with a large number” 4
op

v N
of organizations is less able to deve a collective structure of interbrgani-

4
‘.

zational relations due to the large number cf linkages required to connect all

® * B « N . ) . -\3
6rganizations invelved. From the perspectiVQ of any single organization, t
however, havlng a large and diyersified population from which to choose should
:ﬁ" . - -

facilitate the development of a large and divers1f1ed organization set. We

are thus lea.to the following hypothes1s : ' ) -
‘ Hl: The larger and less concentratedl.the organizational \ . -
population, the greater the opportunities’ for forming v .

interorganizational links,  and hence the laxger the

. - ~organizat10n set and the lower the concentration of
- set members in a small number of sectors. ] .
y o " . ) ) N o«

Organizational Size and Complexity CoE S

o

Since our purpose is to predict the size and diversity of organization sets,

it is lcgical to include the 51ze and diversity of the organization s staff as.

[

. -independent variables. The overall scale of the organization is a function

>

. ' > ’ []
'of\\he agency's budget, which is set by state and federal authorities. The

s

amount of money available for hiring staff is a major parameter over which ‘;;' “

“ \)-9.‘

the lOCaI leaders have little control. We expect that staff srze should -

3

affect the size of the organization set because larger siZe means more people t
r 7/ * ot

3

available for. initlating‘;inkages with ‘other organizatiOns., T .

. OcCupational differentiation represents the level of internal speciali—
$ B N

' zation an organization has attained in the delivery of. its services. Special-

1sts must be hired within the guidelines laid down by supra—qrganizational )

authorities. Hage and Aiken‘(19675 Have . shown that the level of professional N

BN
. . . N o . ‘ '

‘i
g

'
fow vor |
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& ’ . . .
-differentiation‘in a social service agency is positive{y related to the rate "

" -

. of progiam innovation and the number .of joimt programs established. Although

™
-

¥ their definition of interorganizatidnal relations was much. mere restyicted
> s, M ¢ . . ’ k .,
: . e .
than ours--joint programs versus many forms of\}nterorganizatipnal linkgges—-
. v v i ‘ . | * ! r_ ..
we expect tpat the relation between occupational omplexity and interorgani-
. zational relations will be similar, inasmuch as the greater the diversity in
. . - < —— . ) X . v
. occupational specialities, -the greater the opportunitids for specialized v .

3 By

. staff to con&%atrate on linkages with organizations from specific community

. X e .
Lo sectors. - ‘ .
L ) . - ¥ H
! H2: The larger the budget, .the greater the number .of staff ‘
and the wider 'the' range of occupational specialities , *
they represent, the larger and less concentrated.the -~ .
. organization set. e
. L - k4 ' % ST
"* Téthnological Complexitx ' - \ )
. . N\

° In a social service agency, technological complexity refers to the number

°
-

of different serviceg and the breadth of.services offered clients. Tbe reater

.

~ ~ “ . . .
the number of services offered, the more complex the organization's processing

\ R '

= activities. ihe breadth of services offered ranges froﬁ cases yhefe only a O |
. . ! .
. ’ limited aspect of the clientﬂs igfe;span is of concern, to cases whe:é here . ‘I'
. is broad ipteres} in the client as a,whole person (cf., Lefton and Rosgngren'sé
ot Te Lo o ’ e 4 S we®
2 "[1966] distinction between minus and plus laterality). An organization witﬁ‘ .

a brqad'cbncerﬁ for its clients may provide not only vdcatidnal‘training but .

>

) ¢ 4
also~personal counseling, day care services, and°a\job placement service. We

4 N -

_'expect that the'greater fhe number of serviciE:BEovided and the %feaﬁer th

*  client li§$v§pacélgﬁconmassed by these services, the greater theé need for link-~ .

kA . \WQL . . .
- 2T ages with other organizations. Al . . "
oy, r
. ’ 3 - b
S . H3: The larger the number of services offered and the more
. inclusive the services, the larger and less concentrated
) a . . the organization”set. : T .o
* i " ¢ N . o3 o ~® -
we o 14 | |
] Vian 1{ - ) B




Characteristicskof the Staff

-

Two of the personal characteristics of the staff which could influence !

their ability to init1ate interorganizational relations are the level of &

professional training amd the number of preV1ous positions they have held

’ ‘%J“ .in other conmunity—based organizations. Previous research has shown that ' -
) e . .
) when”local conmunity leadersjwere~askéd to rate the'effectiv?ness‘of'these . .-
organizations, one of. he organizationhl characteristics/associated with a’
2 positive fating nas a well educated staff (Whetten, 19783. ‘We expect'that
";;'_' well e ted and arwulate representatives of these é/gencies tend to !

Id

enhance their program s legitimacy in the community, which in turn makes it

e

Y

easier for them to establish agreesznts for ¢lient and 'service exchanges

with other organizations. Well educated staff members are more skilled 1n\\//
’ ' . % .

negotiating and monitoring the exchange relationships ‘and this also contri— ,
¢ . v .

. ~. butes to the positive image of the organization. Similarly, staff memberse =
R : . < . i
\ " should be better qualified if they had held positions im other organlzations

‘in the community because this background would increase their awareness of

training and employment opportunities in the community. -This forg,of inte~

K

gration has beed observed in studies of the movement of staff between divisions .

o
N .

of multinational corporations (Galbraith and Edstrom, 1974) as‘well as between

7 - \

organizatiqns within an indust (Pfeffer and Leblebici 1973). After a
ga ry \

B

. staff member has been hired, the distinctive competence of the agency can be .

! ) . - )
- ‘ maintained or upgraded'by encouraging continuing involvement in professional /////

3

r S activities,.

\\\ . H4: The greater the professional training and activity oft

) ' staff members® and the-greater the number of previols | . .

; .. jobs held by the staff in manpower relevant organiza- -

7 tions, the larger and less concentrated t /be organiia- v
tion set. . P ,
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\

Boundary Spanning Activities

.....

Boundary spanning'rasks are an integral oart_of the, core technology of

people-processing organizations, as most of the work af ths\ozzanization

(i.e., classification and disposition of clients) takes place at the'organi-
zation's\boundaries (Aldrich and Herker, 1977). We will focus on three

. « .
types of boundary spanning activitfes. These are: (1)‘Proviﬂing direct ¢

. ’
services to clients on a day-to-day routiné basis, with such activities

- . -requiring service and client coordination.with external units on a case-by-

~

) .
case basis; (2) Formal coord1naE10n wﬁé? other organizations via planned . et
. copsxdination mechanlsms, such as 1nteragenoy committee meetings or member-

ships on overarching coordinating oodies; and *(3) Infdrmal coordination in

»

-’ extra-orgapizational settings, such as through membership in local volun-
tary civie or community action associations. All three types of boundary

spanning activities help overcome the obstacle to cooydination among social®

.
%

service agencied that-results from a lack of shared :Zformation about Service

offered and clients available (War}en, Rose and Berg der, 1974),. ]
o ~ ; . @
%gg Voluntary association membérships facilitate interorganizational coor-

L
B}

“ddnation not only because they serve as an information channel but also because
-~ ~ ¥

overlapping memberships tend to mitigate conflict between oiganizationsz
. ’ Tﬁrk-(l Vi arguedthat_commnnity—wide“associations provide a means forjthe -

IS N « .
- expression of sﬁa{ed values and the breaking down of organizational hostilities

-~ _through cross- cutozng‘and overlapping member??ip§>\ 4'~\ - \
o . . .
: ' H5: The hlgher the propegition offstaff engaged in boundary .
- . < spanning tasks\angegéh greater the number of coordinating -
: . organization and ntary .organization memberships held
= by the staff, the larger and less concentrated the organi—
- . . zation set. s . .
) x)ff ! . L -3 . ﬂ - ’
Administrative Control and Coordination Practices . \ ’
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‘ causality between the "independent" and "dependent" variables is more difﬁicult
. . ’ S
'(Hall; et. al., 1976)\ Since the previously discussed organizational charac—

teristics are hot as readily adapted by administrators to changes in local
environmental condiéions, we are confident. that they are correctly classed as -

. & -
independent variables. While one must approach assigning the direction of

. causality between internal-coordination and control variables -and the number

-
!,s
DI

of interorganizational relations with pore caution the prevailing Belief in -
¢ R b
the field is that: centralizatiqn of decision making authority and formali-

N v

zation of work ‘rules decteases over time in response to the increased size .

Xand complexity of the organization s set of interorganizational relationships.
This is due to the fact that an expanding numbef of linkages produces a

%

greater volume of boundary. spanning decisions which must be made by central

a5 2

. * administrators and this in turn prompts them to decentralize some e} =ir *

7

decision making’authority to boundary spanning personnel Aiken Hage %.-

5'. ©

) (1967) first proposed this hypothes1s but their research on organizational ‘ - @
v 2 . A
\ "y ] '
. characteristics and the number of joint prdgrams ‘produced just thHe opposite v
4! e . { o, o
finding. ’Iﬁihis follow up studyv/Paulson (1974), provided suppoft for the ’

REN

original’hypothesis by showing that centralizationiwas indeed ne aggvely
L : ’ ¥ o, : y
correlated with the number of interorganizational relations/in,h s sample of

organizations. We féel that this contradiction in results mdy be due to the
. N . ¢ LY .
" measure of interorganizational'relationsggsed in the two studies. . Aiken .and

Hage measured only joint programs which presumably involved the commitment of

-

a substantial amount of the organization's resources whereas Paulson measured = -

1

a broader. range of relationships, similar ¢o the current study This:

. S

significant difference inasmuch as the amount of resourceg ﬁeing commited to '

o \

: ., joint programs likely increases the concern of senior administrators for .

’ \‘ I \ ’\’
- ) tight fiscal control which may .qutweigh their concern over having to~—
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»

4

. zation's dependence on any single interacting organization.

L 3

lation of .83 between the number of committee meet1ngs~per month - and‘*?e " )

. ‘a large and. diverse organization sét,

L. In our earlier discussion of the advantages of large and diverse organj-

' informazion, the staff as a whole will be nbre'infqrmed about‘ppportunities

\ . .

spend a great deal of time focusing on boundary spanning activities.

-

L
Inasmuch

as this study is examining interorganizational linkages which generally do not ) )
involye a substantial commitwent of resources we expect that centralization of
% .

- .4 . *
decision making authority and formalization of work procedures and r%les will

decrease as a_fuggtionsef~the‘size and diversity of the organization set."

= 4 i )

" Information sharing between staff members is expected to be positively

\

>

related ‘to interorganizational activity because it facilitates the c rcula-

t.o -

\tion\of knowledge regarding the location and availability of resources in

) ‘a

the environment. If an organization has frequent staff meetings to' exchange

B

for enlarging the organization set. Hage/qu Aiken (1967) reported a corre-

nuuber of joint programs, with the correlation only moderately reduced when

- R

partial'cotrelations wére‘éomputEd. Paulson (1974). int his replication of

* . - 7

the Hage and Aiken studies found a more modest .28 correlation between these
. ’f.: . ~
two variables. ) )

, H6: \We e*gect that centralization and formalization will be
negat vely related to the size and diversity of ‘the
- organization set. We ‘further expect that the number of ' o
staff meetings held will be pos1tively associated with '

» . %
B -

: B

‘zation sets, we noted that a large organization set reduces a focal orga -

\d

Large set size
r .

‘also%allows focal organizations® to distribute dependencies across various

4 - 4

sectprs of a community s organizationalLEopulation, thus cushioning the organ—
\ ¥

-

.
‘e W

ization against d&astic cHange in any partictlar se To the *extent that .

r ;k-cognize this}?enefit, they will use an¢increase in set sizelf
Y ’ '

- e -

- ' ‘ 4

.18 -

’ B

. - - ' '
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.

to diversify their intererganizational liﬁkages; However, if our previous
- B

hypotheses are co;iect, there may be little discretion left t9 administrators
4 * ' . .

to diversity.

H7: The larger the ofganization set size, the less concentrated
the set. ’ v ¢

i ~

Methods ) * ) $

». The study was conducted during the summer of 1973 in communities ‘through-

-

out New York State, excluding New York City (Wﬁetten, 1974). The study
> “

‘involved 81 organlzations representing four types of manpower prqgrams'

3

Neighborhood Youth, Coxps, On—the—Job Trainlng programs, Manpower Development -

nd Tralning Skill Centers? and New York State Employment placement offices.

A brief description of each ﬁrogram type is included in Appendix I. Three \ .

“different survey instruments wete used to collect information on the variables
P 1 .
used in our analysis. ’

Information about the internal operations and structure of an organization

.

. g ‘
was. obtained from an interview with the directpr as well as from a self-admin-

istered questionnaire completed by the professional staff and the director.

The staff excluded from thé questionnaire survey were secretaries, elerks,

N ) [
. ' ]
bookkeepers, and general office help. The self-administered questionnaire

§ . - o

provided information about the individual activities, background,. and percep-

*
. tions of staff members, as well as some aspects of the organization's structure

IS

’ and techndlogy. The agency director was asked queStions abou "the o?§§niﬁetion

~ . \ i A A .
- as a whole, such as number of staff and current level.of'funding. We assumed

« that the director was the most reliable informgnt for providing such informa-

. . d g . i ) .
‘. tion, as he or she was most likely to have direct access to the required

information. . - - \ ’
g L
"~
1 . .

- s \}
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.non—profit organization in ‘the focal organization's community ‘and surrounding g

" the manpower organizations and the heads of the Social Services Department

* from the aggregation of individual responses. TheYe is 1ittle agreeg;nt among

s - . o
. , - — o .
> - y . M ) 18
; . . ﬁ T 3

@ . . i . ’ - Y L .
. . . -

Information aboutxthe composition of an agency's organization set was .

* ? ’ ;
obtained from the: director's response to a master list of organiz‘ns, in .

s

the’ community. "The master list was"a compilation of\every known'puinc and

N e &

‘
; N -

'obmdunities, and was compiled over a two year’period from directories of

community organizations supplied by local government and social service

coordinating°agencies. The list was validated by asking the directors of

*
'

and Chamber of Comfmerce in each city to check the list for om1ss1ons and

~ ]

errofs several months before the interv1ew. Orgnaizations on the master list

wete classified into teén categories, shown in Apoendix II based on the N

seator of the eommunity they represented.
3

< ) ' '
Private or profit oriented businesses were not*included in this gnalysis

because the list of businesses on the master list was compiled in.much Yess .
) . v

systematic manner and was incoiplete in some -respects. Agency directors were

asked to indicate Which'of the Qrganizations on the master list their organi-

)

zation 1nteracted with, and to spe01fy the nature of the relationship. In

‘
[

this paper we disregard the latter information and use only the director s

response-as to the presence or absence of a relation.
-

V"Thedunit of'analysis Is the organization, with. some variables constructed

= . !

< i

N
hd .

organizational investigators about the most appropriate method of aggregabion

—

(1ynch 1974) In our case we used the sfmple average of all individual ;o

N Jo
scores within each organizatlon. Hage and Aiken (1967) have'ﬁr\oposed ah Al-

ternative two step approach of aggregating by social positions, with a position
"defined as the unique intersection between the vertical (hierarchical) ‘and hori— .

zontal (occupational) axes. We chose not to use this approach for several reasons,
. . N N

) B LA
\ - - <

L
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-

' -

[d “

~

.These include: 1, It implicitly assumes that the process of hqrizoﬁtql,dif—'
— . P'—// . -~

.

, ferentiation, bfgéééifionﬂand departiment, has reached full mafurity in the ¢

N +

.organizations being studigd'(bf., Blau, 1972). However, we found that this

——

vWas not the case in many maanwer,agencies due to their small size or lack

géf teéhnologicél complexity. 2. When, as in our sample, there are a small
;nﬁﬁber of ped%le assigned to each social position this approach results in

- ¢he: "egation of unreliable scores. 3. The social;bd%i;ion appraoch pro-l
duces antatggnizaiional score which' is "top heavy". -That is, it places a ~

- * b ¢ . .8 . PENS
@isp;ppdrtionately large weight on the responses of top,addinistrayive leaders

sincé ipdividual responses are averaged first by their position and there are

-
~

e

' ) . £,
If researchers are studying a phenomenon shich as the adoption of expensive

. v e )
ne&\aqﬁipment, or programs, which reguire the approval and support of the
B > ¥ 3 . - :

erganizational élites, then an organizational score ©of people's atsitudes
. * s . 4

téwafd'gpnovatibn, for ‘instance, prbbably ought to be weighted in favor of

e

th€ senior officials since that will accurately reflect the Impact which any
. . [ N -

> ¢ . N N )
gLQEQ person's attitude is” likely‘to;have on the decision to adopt. However,
ﬁ'} . . Q - -

the phenémenon we are studying is quite different.  The decision to send‘client

1 [N

\ . . < .
A tq.organization X or Y is more lfkely to be iffluenced by the staff-members

) . - . S - ” .
handling the actual people.processing activities than by senior administrative

e . ' '

officials. ConSequéhfly, Qe,feél that a simple average of all responses -

preduces ogganizétfonal scores which are morq.valid°indicators of the factorsg

i@piggi;g on.this particular phenomenon, Qﬁé of the prbposed advantages. of

- EY A . '
the sacial position approach 'is- that it compensates for different sanml§gt

‘ ’ - - - g .
ratios forAgéch position. We handled this problem by dropping 14 organiza-

\ &

. tions. in which there was a low response rate for botﬁ'thg total staff -and the

N ‘. ¢ - ) - v

tye; sub~grouns of supervisors and subordinates.} We found that even ip the

' typically fewer people occupying administrative positions than staff posiﬁgons:

7

ot




N e B
) . I _ -
very-small organizations there was cleaé hierarchical distinction between
® ¢ ..

[ ° . Q
supervisQrs and\subordinatées and consequently we were careful t® obtain -

-

-, . ? -
.adequate samples of each. ] o .

~

[ - S ¢ . . » L 'r/.
v While we have included operationalizations of ‘our independent”variabYes

-

¢ . S . . . SN - ™
in Appendix III we-will discuss our two dependent :ariables her¢5’~5;§551-
~ - . ‘ ) ) rs . '§ N

zation set size is operationalized as the total number of nén-profit local

. 9 °

zation interacts. The mean size of the organization sets is 72, with a
. 1 . - i A

o
] -

B
I

: I . & %
organizations, public and non-profit, with whieb;égjocal manpower organi-

median of 56. Sets ranged ip size from a.mini of 12 to a maximum ef

267, with the standard‘deviation being 48.— .i y °. » >\”

I3 N

\
Organization set d1vers1ty is operationaliéed us1ng the H concentration

¥
. | ’

measure (Adleman, 1969) which is the sum Pf the squared percentages of organ-.~

Y <
. 1zations in each of the nine community sgctors, The computing formula is: .

! ¥

A N(ai)z \Q i;,h ) °
. z A— N i N Py
. i | LT ;
W 7 ‘ @
with’ai defined as the number of organizations in sector i and A defined as
\ i

the total number of organizations in the orgahization Set..H then measures

s

> Ay

y : M . . -
the extent to which members of the organization set are concentrated in a

» ' \ ’

few sectors or spread out over. many--the larger the H, the hig@gr the con~

centration. (dr-the lower the diversity) , The mean H is .17, with the stanv_v

dard deviation being .05. - . . : - oL

. - % P - . -
R ' # . -
Results - A

N
- ' * o, .
L EY

To determtne if thé four types of manpower progréms should be ‘included

as a variable in the stddy, a one-way Jnalysis of variance was caltulagéd for

each variable to check for significant differences between the four pro Tams.
/f 8

Of the 18 variables included in our analysis, only Q showed significant dif—

*

_ferenceg by program. As an’ additional check dummy variables for program

» i ’ k
- . . ~ . . " ﬁd
‘' . . ‘:7 . . )‘&) R B

) . N

wa

’
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\ e
’
type were included in our regression,analysis. Fo? both dependent ,varjables

. -
these variables had very small and statistically insignificant beta's. Con- \

. i .

sequently'we decided not to include program type‘as a variable. ',

. . ° [ - ;' [
TabIe 1 shows the correlations between the cdytextual and organizational

: s . ’ ~
charasﬁeristics aind organization set size and diversity. -Basically these
-~. V\. - ] T~
results coafirm‘our_ovefarching hypothesis that external constraigts have av .
greater effect on the size ang diversity of orgarization sets than.do local -

: N .
administrative practices. - Of the 13 correlations with values of .20 or

R -

higher (p=.05) between the‘independent and two dependent varigbles, only

three involye vdriables from Categories B or C in Figure 1. T

. - ) ) : » -
’ 2 - ’ . IS

(%

Table 1 About Hzre.' 7 L

. %
L) N . %

. - . ‘ v T
Since zero order corzelations can be misleading when the independent
varlabIes have moderate intercorrelations we ran a two step multiple regres-
sion forJeach of the ‘dependent variables. To do this we regressed the _depen-
. o’

ant v#riables on Category A variables f1rst and then on the Category B and

C variables. We did this because we are confident that the A variables are
"t R ) .

- causally q\}or to the B and C var1ab1es. Since we were less sdre of thg

-

exaét orderlng of a11(16 var1ables a full scale path analysis is inappropriate.

< . %0 -
Table 2 shows™ the results of this analysis. _/z. by : T
L S . . , ) : b 7 . X ‘/ .
p— . -~ -

. Table 2 About Here T e :

- ° ’

- M "
Again we see that the contextual factors are better _predictors of organi-~

) 2.
zation set characteristics than adminlstratﬁve practices, The increase in R t

aterlbuted to the variables manipﬁiatable by agency heads (B an C)~is mNch <&
§ - . 4 t ¥
smallér than the i? from variables reflecting external constraints? This

P
H L P

. conclusion is supported by the fact that fo¥ the depgndent variable organi- - :

i . ¢
zation set diversity% only 3 of the" 10 independent va%%?bles w;th signifiCant + //1/—)~

v * L v . i

» Lk
~§ i Al -

,
M .
. . . . # .
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'beta welghts are from the B or C,categories. EE_the'case of organizatibn set'

size 3 of the 5 significant independent variabdes are from the A category. * -

e
Examining our seven specific hypotheses we ﬁind QI'siderable support for

S

hypotheses 1-3 and 7 and- only weak support for hypotheses 4- 6/\ Both ‘the.size.
.4 “j :-\

«?

and concentra on of the org‘ization sat are affected by the breadth of :,, .

a

services the orgal 'zation provides ald the number of different occupational
.

4 ~

specializations used in dispensing these services The size of the set i&

in'fluenced‘)y the potential number of linkages which can be made with other

)

Q;ganizations in the community, the number of non-task related organizatlons

- the staff belong to and the fate of-communipation in the organization., Set

g - .

concentration is dependent'on the lével of conce?tration_in the population of

commlinity organizations; the size of the agency's budget, the number of staff,
their level of‘professfonal training, the amount of boundary spanning activities

assigned to theh and thé formalization of the work,relationships. One of the '

A

most striking patterns in this tablé is that the overall scope and size of

the organization (variables A3~A7, C3) appear torhave less impact on the size:
of the organizatio%>set thén*they_do on the setis contentration. It appears‘
that as an agencx increases the scale of its operatiggf ‘the added staff are
used to establish Helations with a greater diversity ‘of organizations. This

i , -

outcome is likely due to the fact that the principal mechanism for growth in )

-
»

tZ:se agencies s the addition of new serv1ee delivery prhgranB which are

génerally diffet%nt from, though related to, current programs. This ‘stiggests

1 < o f »

that the breadth of the agency s activities (A5-A7) is the most\fundamental

-

determinant of the diversity of its, organization set and fhat the size of.its
V4

budget (A3), the number of staff if employs (A4) and the percent of boundaly.

" spanners it utilizes (C3) are simply first order outcomes of this horizontal ‘

growth process which in turn facﬂlitate the development of a diversified or=""

ganization set. . e - j . .

\
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There ard two additional re8ults in Table 2 which ought to be highlighted ‘
4

-

First we are unfortunately udable to add much clarification to the confusion

in past research regarding the relationship between internal coordination and
control | practices and interorganizational relations because while the regres-

. .
sion coefficients for communication and formalization are both stgnificant®

€, .
and in the hypothesized direction for one of the two measure of or§anization

.

\ T

sets characteristics, the‘ggerall pattern/oﬁfrelationships (both correlations ‘

-and beta weighTs) between this act of 1ndependent and dependent vanables is — ¥

rather weak. Whlile this is consistent with our overall expectation that

on s *

control and_coordination.praetices play a less significant role in the process
>
of establishing interorganizatidnal relations than other organizational char-

» A
acteristics, our interest in resolving the contradictions in past research

on this topic is still keen..

.~ . . . l. A
spanning has been too narrowly conteptualized in the past \}nasmuch as it is

-

. T«
Ezpically’defined as on=the-job 3xtra—organizational relations., ‘While this

study has demonstrated the 1mportance of job related boundary spanning acti-

.

vities (C3) as a predictor of interorganizational relations we ha(e also

»

shown, that of f~the-job dontacts through the medium of local voluntary organi-

.

zations and community action associations also enhance_an organizations

-

. ability to enlarge its entwork of'relationships; -

i - L . T -
’
- 1
N -+
»

?olicy Implications

N o,
} , ; ‘ -

-

4

] FProm Table 2 ye can see that while each of the seven hypotheses were

o\ .
Plausible when considered individually, by grouping these organizational and

.contextual characteristics according toAhoy much’ control local administrators VV)

‘have over ;hé& we obtain a much clearer understanding of:their true effeCT on o e:

interorganizational rélations. These results seem to reflect 'three aspetts of T

the interorganizational linkage formation process' (1) Thehgegd-for an otgani—‘
‘g.‘.g . 4 .

E]
.

v -

Secohd, we feel that the concept of boundary .

N
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zation to establish linkages (breadth and number of services offered);;(Z)

. .

Various means, which facilitate the establishment of interorganizational re-

‘ - . N

. ~ . . : . .
lations: (sizeé of the budget, number of staff and occupational specialiats,

level of prof?SSional training, memberships in voluntary oréanizations and_

intertal communication’ and coordination); and (3) Environmental constraints

D ~*

« on the hdhber of linkages that canﬁﬁﬁ@@%tablished (set size and size ‘add ., -
- o , . L
n, vl a . [ T
“diversity o{\the organization popclaﬁf%n) Viewed in this manner, these

resn&ts have 1npontant implications for the design of social service pro-

Y

- ] Hw

gramsi‘ Since most of the factors which s1gnif1ca%tly influence the composi-

tion of organization sets for state or federal»peoblerprocessing agencies

!
- |
. i * .
are essentially pre—determined before local administrgtors are hired, fed-

eral and &tate program adnunistrators must assume

ubstantial responsibility-

for facilitating the establishnmnt of a large and roiély based network:of"’

- -

.

interorganizational relations. In this regard, o
[+4 * . . 'y . LN
principle which can be extrapolated from these resplts is:

.federal system desigm

a orogram'sgould

- R PN

have a balance between its neéﬁs‘for'interorganizational,relations and its

means for, facilitating the establishment of these linkages. jéince agency

-~ - )

Heéads hawe little control over the types of positions in their agency and
. - N \/ 4 ’ .
the division of labor between their counselors, interviewers and teachefs,.
< 3 ¥

it appears i&portant for program designers to incxyease the range of occupa-

¥ = c
. . & e,

- . ¢

* tional specialities in a program if: they plan to crease the breadth of

' serwices to=beﬁprovidedl An example of/an imbalarjced prograim would be one .

Wi

1t with;afhroad range‘of

~.. Which provided a\laﬁge number of services that de
. \ '

client'problems but was operated with a narrow raige of occupational spee- .

h

7 )ialities and on)snch a small budget that combensating’fOr the low diversity

' . - e S o
"of occupational specialists by h?ring & large and|well educated staff would

>

- .

not be feasible. . . e o= L L

- . \ C://W$\ . ' R
i ¢ . - « .y

s

-

L2
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Our proposition that designers of social service programs should explicitly
recognize ‘the needs for external relations which their program will contain and

" then ensure that they have built in adequate provisions.for establishing these

" linkages represents an extension of the more common practice of balancing in-

. ~

ternal needs for coordination with the, means for achieving coordination. Such

an approach is appropriate for long linked orLintensive (Thompson, 1967)

" people changing technologies but for mediating people-%rocessing technologies
concerns over insuring proper interorganizational coordination should be

given priority along side concerns for intraqrganizational coordination.,-

. 4

Tablé 1 suggests that this criteria was not used in the design of these

people—processing programs. The "need" variables, number.-and breadth of
%mif / .

service (A6-7), do not have a single h1gh pos1tiye correlationpwith any of

Y
thé "means" variables controlled by pragram des1gners (A3—5) ‘Thus, by de-
N

\ B

-fault the primary responsibility for coping with the need for interorganiza—

tional. relations is left up to the local agency heads who are gﬁ!?‘ﬁﬁie to

~ 0" - t \_

manipulate those aspects of the organization which'haYe a marginal impact
. ) \ ) o } i

on the size and diversity of the organization set. . - o~

We find some evidence of this coping behavior in Table 1 since the num-

W’«

ber and breadth of services is correlated positively with the professional

]
"

activity of the staff, pa?ticipation iﬁ interagency coordination councils,

' d . “ 4

memberships in voluntary organizations and a large percentage df boundary
- spanning roles. .0Of tﬁ%ﬁg%gn;iables, voluntary organization memberships is”
4 » ~ .

% - . .
the mast intriguing to us because it has .largely been &verlooked in previous
interqrganizationai research, This result suggests that for'public community-.
& Tel
based organizations, the practice of identifying boundary spanning roles

. .~o~

solely on the basis of whether a person s work requires boundary Spanning.

¢

activity may be too narrow, as it appears that considerable 3ob~related ",




. N

boundary spanning activity is occuring oufside the context of an employee's

S

eight-hour work day. This opens up a’whole range of-administrative strate-

\

gies for enlarging and f&versifying organizatlon sets. It appears. that
»

activities which enlarge a staff s range of personal contacts with members’

. SN ’

of, relevant local organizations increase their value as mediators between/j",
L) N ) /
¢ the needs of cljents and available opportunities for their fu fillment.

At the time “this data" was collected one of th)/factors which tends to. >

. /

alance between the need for 1ntef6rganizational relations and
the means for establishing them.inffhese federa ‘social service programs is

. that the same standardized program was operated im all communltles, regard-

M \

less of their size and other idiosyncratic differences. Since’ budgets are

2

generally a function of the size of the client population, programs 1n small

towns tend to be very modest However, a reduction in the size of staff is
often not accompanied by a reductlon in the scope of the program. Therefore,

o~
a small staff-in a rural area .may be responsible for providing basically the

same range of services as their counterparts in a larger urban setting. The

difficulf; of thls.undertaking is compoumded by the fact that rural settings

2

have fewer, and a less diversified’group of, organizations with wich to estEb—

lish linkages and the members of these comminities tend to be 1less professionally
» .
+ oriented. Table 1 provides some support ‘for these conclusions as it shows a

»

correlation of .33 and .34 between the number of organizations in the commu-
nity (a surrogate for community size) and the size of the agency\s\budget,

and the professional ,activity of thJ staff, respectively,

.-
L
N

This line of* reasoning supports the current federal poliey of decentralizingt

o -

and decategoriz{ng manpower olanning. Instead of implementing oné& standard
¢
> . program in all communities throughout the country, the Comprehensive Employ-

ment and Training Act of 1974 places the authority for designing programs in

FS

.

-
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. 3 . .

the hands of local community leaders. These people will now be in a position

v
. .-

to tailor their employment and training programs to both the needsland capa—

»

bilities of the community.

3

Cbnciusions . C e . ’ . \
Our purpose has been to investigate the effects of administrator autonomy
A
on-the composithi Df organization sets for people—processing organizations.

We have shown that leue;_gg_antonomy is an important predictor and have

discussed the implications of th1s finding for the design of social service
£ : \\\\\
programs. From a theoretical perspective we were interested in te\E%ng the

, -~

applicability oﬁ,using the resource dependence and natural selectlon godels
.
to predict the conmosttipa'of organization sets. The question we ‘raised was

whethe? the resource dependence model might assume that agency heads admin-

istering state=and federal social service programs have more autonomy than

they actually possess. Our investigation found that an agency‘sj?elations

-~

with other arganizations are largely an outgrowth of prdgram and legislative

guidelines, as the ndtural selection,nwdel—-focusing on external constraints—-<
~— " ,
might  lead usito expect.

Pl
x

Both the resource control and natural selectipn models underscore the

importance of consideringenyvironmental conditionsiin research on organiza—

i

. tional effectiveness, organizational design, and administrative,dec%sion—

LY

making. The principal difference between the two is that while the reSOurce

/”;ontroi theory is” centered on the' intentions of organizational leaders, the.

evolutionary mdel focuses on constraints independent of the perceptions\and
/ )
- actions of organizational members, It postulates that conditions in the
S .

y

environment-positively ot ne atively reinforce the decision made hy organiza-

. +tional leaders. If a particular structlure br activity s not selected when

-

". environmental conditions change,,

. ]
L
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leaders mispercelved the change or properiy interpreted the 1ncomi\\*informa~

tion but lacked the interest or ability (e .5 autonomy to change sﬁéniflcant

21

i i variables) to act on their knowledge.E Either way, the reeult is the same.

-
-

Our'%esearc suggests that since .So many of the key\factors affectlng the

establishment of linkages between organizetions in the publlc settor are not

3

dlrectly controllable by their staff members, it appears that the explanatory

v
(,) power of the resource control model is restricted and ‘that. the natural selec-

tion model may rebresent.a more fruitful approach for directing future re-

* . { » ' -
search in this area. < \ '
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2, An examination of*these 14 organizations indicated that they did not <
vary significantly in terms of program type,. organizational character—
istics or organization set size and diversity from the remaining 67 .
. " organizations. ] ) p v
. ' \ L,
i o )
- ¢ s
' ‘ / S . .
. S < ke
: : . .
) ) ) ‘
0 s
, :
¥ N " N *
AS R \ N - N &
. - }‘J rJ -
N : B - &
' - ) s | i
. . .
) -
g ".
z = = \ . -
‘ g . 7,
* ' > /*-/ - &y
1

L3 > b
\ . ;ﬁ):% ! . B ° -
-
J - ¢ - : o
: . ’ e ] .
. L % -
re - . .
g . A
- 1] A .
. O e
& A% - . .
-
-

W
9

t ..
. ¥ v -~
) B . .
¢ s
« _

B )

.
Agr 2 R B il Sl e s L 5 P ars - TV




~ \ o 54 34 ’
& ':« N ' ,
b
- APPENDIX I =~ - - P .
S * -
PROGRAM “DESCRIPTIONS S -

v

> OJT (On the Job Training): The OJT programs in the study were all fed-

*

°

.

erally funded and operated out of the district office of .the State Employmenﬁ

Service. It is designed to place d1sadvantaged workers in Jobs in private . -T:-\\;\\
businesses where thg§ receive training qn the ‘job and eventually move into a

regular job slot. During the traiping period their wages are subsidized by
. A . - \
the OJT program. . . ¢ . .

¢

MDT Training Centerjf' MDT Training Centers were begun under the Man- * ’

powef Development and Training Aét to‘give vocational training to disadvan-
\ .

taged workers who wished to learn a new skili or upgrade the skills they had . \\\
° \

previously learned. Most Centers.offer at least five d1fferent k1nds~of
s N
training, ranging from skilled mechanic classes to registered nuxses training.

Some also include prevocational skills fot workers with 1itt1e°education or

unsatisfactory'work habits. Certi ication of eligibiiity for training and _
/ \

placement in jobs after training ar handled ﬁy local Employment Service

!
.

offices, sometimes with an office on the premises. ) v - . v
¢, . - = - - ) .
NYC‘(Neighborhood Youth Coxps): NYC programs are the most homogeneous | - '

- ’ v

category of manpowerﬁprograms in our study, as most perform only one function.’

”
hd k4 s

finding jobs for youth.aged 16 to 21 in, nonprofit public and private organi— Lo
zations, although some do provide counJLling services. The largest component
oKk NYC id the In—School and _Summer employment pxRgram which serves in-school

b +

youth from families below’ the poverty line. Most NYC prograﬁb hre affiliated

with local OEO-CAP agencies. . - . o L
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~  Local Employment Service Offices: The final component of the manpower

fﬁaining system studied is the local Employmeq; Service office in each urban

<.,c.emmt.mity. fAlthough federally funded, the Eqployment Service is operated on

0y

. & 0 « ) \
a state-by-state basis.and.its structure yaries across theustaQSS. Employ-

ment Service -offices are to provide testing, ﬁlacement, and job. market infor-

- -
mation to all persons seeking employment, although in practice they serve

mainly the disédvantéged aﬁd persons without accéss to other channels of

» ~ e

e &

employment information. vy ~
\- ' . !
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.. WPPENDIX I

COMMUNITY SECTORS .

The nine,community sectors were: °(0) Manpoéer programs that are’ state

or é/ﬁerally funded . (1) Education, training and employment organizations,

-

e.g., schools or employment information centers; (2) Economic assistance

’ -

organiZation&, e.g., sogial services departments of the F.H. A.s (3) Medical

{

and health care organizzfions, e.g., hospitals and nursing hémes' (4) Public

safety" organizations, e,g., police and fire departments (S$ Recreation ‘and®
i
e
entertainmenéforganizations, e.g., Boy's:" Clubs or youth camps, (6) General-

“
-

“~ social service organizations, e.g., Family Services, Senior Citizens Infor-~

-

) .
- mation Service, or the Salvati%m)ﬁmy (7) Administration, research and cen-

- tral planning organizations and ageneies, e.g., the mayor's office, city

-

plafnning departmenfs, or any of the many New York State departments and

Q

(8) Special interest organizations, e.8., NAACP, Mental Health Association,

the Better Business Bureau, or the AFL-CIO Sector: {9), Private and profit-

0

oriented busin@sses, is excluded from this study.

.
N t

J . . .
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APPENDIX III

- OPERATIONANIZATION OF INDEPENDENT. VARIABLES
. L : .

£
-~

Highly skewed wvariables were logged to obtain a more normal distribution.

- <

Size of the Q;ganxzational Populations The total number of non—profit organi-
ations in each community. .
< y p
Diversity of the Organization Population: All non-profit ‘organizations in
" the community were categorized.by community sector (See ‘Appendix.II) and
» thea - the/qﬂ" statistic was calculated..

Budget: The amount of money allocated to an agency for,the 1972-73 fiscal
year by the state or federal government. Since the individual Employ-
ment Service offices”did not have a separate budget their operating

. expenses were'figured by multiplying théir number of staff times an’
- average salary and overhead amount supplied by the state office. This"
variable was logged.

- LI 3

Number of Staff: The number of staff in an agency. Part-time members were
- ¥ counted on the basis of the fraction of full-time which they worked in
the organization.

Number of Occupational Apecialties. On the 5%sis of their job-titles and a
description of the tasks they performed, staff members” were placed into
eight categories: Administration, Basic Education Instructors, Work
Skills Instructors, Guidance and Counseling, Interviewers, Job Pdacement
and Development, Social Workers and Community Organizers, and Staff
p'ositions\”(e #%., publicity, evaluation, training, research). The-
number of different categories represented wae’used as the organization s

score. ‘ » L
¢ | >

Professional Training: The average number off years of eduéation of the staff
, members, . * S

Professional Activity: This is an index based on: one point for belonging

to a professional ‘association, one point for attending any professional
meetings during the previous five years or holding an office in a pro=
fessibnal association during the previous five years.

Number of Services Offered: Staff members were asked to identiiy the services
offered by’ their organizations from the following list: OQutreach, Intake
and assessment or aiagnosis, Orientation of clients or program partici-
pants, Basic education,-Work skill training, On-the-job training within
the organization, Qn;Lhé/gob counseling or sppervision (at sites in other
organizations), Counseling, Supportive services (e.g., day care centers,

. trans ortation) Job development (solicitatiom),,Sending referrals for
job placemgnt, Sending referrals to other organizations to receive per- .
sonal services, follow up on referrals, Research and planning. This ’

) variable was logged. - . //; *
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Breadth of Services Offered: Staff members were asked how often they Realt
- with the following aspects of their clie

or neighborhood), Economic problems, Edudatienal needs, and experiepce.
& Psychological characteristics, Plans and /dreams. " Four response cate-
., Bories ranged from "Every time we meet with them" to "Never". . ‘e

‘Percent Boundary Spanning Tasksg The percent of staff engaged in the follow-
’ ing activities: Intqye and assessment, Job’development, Sending refer-
rals for job placement, -Sending referrals for personal services. *

Participation in Interagency Coordination: The aveqége numBEr/gf»manpoher—
related organizations (e.g., CAMPS) which staff members belong to. This
_Yariablé was logged. oL
< \‘ .
Voluntary 4ssociation Memberships: The average number of community or civic
action organizations (e.g., NAACP,. Settlement House Board) the staff .
members belong to. This variable was logged.

Previous Jobs: The average number of previous jobs the staff Held in the
" following types of organizations: Employment Service, other manpower
organizations, business organizations, public agencies, education organi-
zations, other community servfce type organizations. This variable was
logged. Y 3

Communications: The number of regularly schedled meetings within ap organi-
zation per month. This variable'was logged. o .
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Formalization: An index composed of ‘the organization's standardized scores
regarding the presence or absence of: (D) An otganization chart; (2)

- Written contracts of employment; and (3) Written records of job per- -
formance. Th:{}aeter\ggp variables were scored on the basis of whether
‘they were ava able  for, administrators and supervisors only, or for all
non—cl&;i cal personnel, P ' . .

Centralization: The st#%ﬁ‘members' average response regarding how often they
participated im making the following decisions: (1) ‘To pfbmote.any of
+ the non-clerical staff; *(2) To hire new staff members; (3)To adopt new -
policies; and (4) To adopt new’programs. ' Responses were coded on' a 5
point scale from "Never" to !Always", K : ’
. .

-

ts' lives; Medical problems, - -
-+ Family relationship’, Other social problems (e.g., related to their work
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TABLE 2

! ) -
;\\ Q\ Multiple Regressions for Organization Set Analysis -
: . ’ N ' R / -
3 . -
Dependent Variable ) Beta Weights for Indegeﬁdent Variables
- DI Al A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 Bl B2 B3 Cl1 C2 €3 C4& G5 C6
/ Set Size NA  30# 'NA- -:02' 06 42 .65 .23# 11 204 . 11 14 -.02 .29% .17 ..10 .12 20#
(Dl) ) & -
2 _ - . .
R = 44 R2 = ,28 ‘ Increment to R2 = ,16%%
Set. Concentration T ‘ ‘
(D2) =26 NA .33# -30# -39% =33# -.20# ~23# | =23# =11 =01 .07 .16 ~22% ~10 .19% -15 ~
2. ¢ o N .
. R™ = .45 R2. = ,33. Increment: to R2 = ,12
N = 67 - )
, o/
t " kp o= ,10 . '
+p = .05 ' )
- » : L3
% ffp = .01 . 7
**Note: R for the block of B and C variables represents the ’i:h‘cremept: to R2 after all variables in
. block A have been éntered. ’ )
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